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Looking at Jesus Only 

Some years ago, a ship was lost at the straights of Magellan. 
Two years later I saw the captain and he told me that the loss of 
the ship was a question of a moment. The second officer in 
charge left his post for a few seconds and the steamer was lost! 
In less than a minute, the passengers’ joy was converted into 
agony, confusion and loss. 

In our rapid transit through this life the destiny of our souls 
are confided to our care. All depends on our right and constant 
way of looking upon our path. The disciples who framed the 
chart for us have a by-word, or a look-out. It is “Looking at 
Jesus only.” Upon this depends our safety, or loss. Once a 
lady came to me in great distress; she went from Methodists to 
Episcopalians, from Episcopalians to Christian Science, from this 


to Theosophy, and now was contemplating going to the Paulist 
Fathers. She said: I do not know what to do; this says one 
thing, and the other another, and I do not know what to do, 
Well, my lady, you have nothing to do. Your experience ought 


to show you that you will never know what to do while you de- 
pend on this and that. There is only one thing to do and this is 
to look at Jesus only. This is as simple as it is logical. He is 
the only way, He only is the gift of God to us. With His 
Blood only are we cleansed; not with the blood of rams, or any 
other sacrifices. He who knows Him, knows the Father; and 
no one goes to the Father but through Him. Then there is no 
room for pope, priest, nor philosopher to whom we can trust the 
safety of our soul. Dear reader, if you are troubled with the 
turmoil of so many religious opinions, just try to look at Jesus 
only, leave confessional and penance, and trust in His Blood 
alone. If you do not find in Him the solution of all things, just 
tell me about it. 
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Friction in Italy 

There are many indications of the friction existing between 
the papal party and the Italian Government. This friction is 
caused by the perpetual interference of ecclesiastical persons in 
political matters. Some of the bishops, however, are beginning 
to see that their Church is likely to come off second best in the 
conflict. The bishop of Cremona, for example, has issued a pas- 
toral entitled “The Pope and Italy, the Church and her Policy.” 
In it he points out how increasingly difficult it is becoming for 
an Italian citizen to be a good patriot and at the same time to 
submit to papal rule. He boldly denies the infallibility of the 
Church authorities in political questions. The counsellors of the 
Vatican, however, show no sign of moderation, and it is expected 
that they will persevere in their arrogant claims, and that Bishop 
Bonomelli’s effort at compromise and conciliation will be speedily 
placed on the Index. This aspect of Romanism as a political sys- 
tem using its religious powers to enforce its secular aims is not 
as clearly recognized in England and America as it ought to be. 


WARNING AND ENTREATY 


BY THE REV. ALBERT B. KING, D.D. 


It is seen more and more plainly that it is the purpose and 
effort of the Church of Rome to assault, dominate and use for 
her own ends the beneficent institutions founded by our patriotic 
forefathers. As a result of this condition of things many thou- 
sands of our compatriots are stirred with alarm and indignation 
as they see the growing audacity of Roman aggressions, and they 
are asking one another, and possibly asking even us, how can 
this great evil be effectually curbed? 

Therefore I, as a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Christ’s Mission, ask the attention of all it may concern to 
certain facts and principles pertaining to the work of our Mis- 
sion, which for more than thirty years we have tested and 
found to be wholesome and eminently successful. 

1. That which is an impelling force in our labors is not 
hatred, but mercy. We adopt as our Christian slogan the words 
of Paul, that great soldier of the cross, in II. Corinthians 10: 
3, 4: “For though we walk in the flesh, we do not wax after 
the flesh: for the weapons of our warfare are not carnal but 


mighty through God to the pulling down of strongholds” (forti- 
fications ). 
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Individual workers in Christ’s Mission may or may not, 
individuals, ally themselves with the “Guardians of Liberty,” 
with one or more of our great secret societies in their opposition 
to Rome. But Christ’s Mission, as an organized society of work- 
ers, has been taught by the Spirit of God, we trust, the same 
lesson so well learned by Luther and other reformers of the six- 
teenth century, and which is this, not to mingle spiritual forces 
with those which are fleshly, political and worldly, be the politics 
good or bad. 

2. We reproach ourselves because we have not more zeal- 
ously sought the salvation of the followers of the pope. Yet, 
as a fact, we can thank God that by His strength we have been 
made channels for the conveyance, savingly, of enlightening, 
sanctifying grace to many thousands once “sitting in the dark- 
ness and shadow of death,” yet now rejoicing in the light and 
freedom of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

But when we place our eyes upon nominal Protestants we 
find the great majority of them have never given a cent, nor 
spoken a word in seeking the salvation of followers of the pope. 
What is the result of this cruel neglect of an important duty? 
I will tell you, and if your ears tingle with horror you may be 
brought to repentance. Your cruel neglect of ignorant Roman 
Catholics seems to result in converting our Heavenly Father 
into a divine Protestant. All Americans should love America 
and seek its good. But when blind patriots fail to see that the 
most effectual way to convert Roman enemies into friends is to 
seek compassionately their salvation, then it would appear that 
the great Protestant protests against nominal Protestantism by 
permitting Satan to stir our idolatrous Americanism with painful 
anxieties and fears for the future. If it be possible for nomi- 
nal Protestants to listen let them know first and last and always 
that they who would win victory in any conflict with Rome 
must secure God on their side as an Almighty Friend. But if 
they fail to preach the Gospel to the ignorant and perishing will 
not God turn to be their enemy? 

Oh, dreadful thought! Has the infinite and eternal Pro- 
testant begun to protest against the cruelty and sluggishness of 
nominal Protestants ? 
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LETTER TO CARDINAL GIBBONS 
XIII. 


BoniFAce VI. CANCELED. 


Charge—Died a fortnight after his election without canonical 
investiture. 


My dear Cardinal: 


As proof of the wavering inconsistency of your Church, I have 
only to recall the fact, that twenty years ago, when there was a 
great movement in the convents against the claims of the pope, 
I was called upon to defend Boniface VI. against those who at- 
tempted to exclude him from the papacy in order to prove that 
the chain of papal succession was broken long ago. My essay 
was sent to Rome, and I received in reward for it a very com- 
plimentary letter, the privilege to read prohibited books, the honor 
of Apostolic preacher, and several others, which [ still preserve. 
It is very strange that after twenty years I am called again to 
defend this pope, not against the enemies of the Church, but 
against his confrere, Pius X. It seems rather whimsical, but all 
the arguments I am going to use in this letter against the infal- 
lible Pius X., have the Apostolic blessing of Leo XIII. 

Now, which pope is right? Iam not at all interested in Boni- 
face VI. I do not care whether he was pope or not. I do not 
believe he was a successor of Saint Peter, any more than I be- 
lieve Pius X. is. But if I take the trouble to defend him it is only 
to show to your own people how unsafe it is to be faithful to your 
Church when there is such uncertainty even in the papal succes- 
sion. Yet, in spite of this uncertainty, the faithful are obliged 
to believe that the present pope is the true successor of St. Peter 
and Vicar of Jesus Christ. In your Church you never know what 
your belief is going to be, as all depends on the character and 
feelings of the next pope. We could bring up here innumerable 
instances in which many popes have approved what others have 
condemned. Innocent XI. in 1687 condemr-cd as heretical the 
teachings of Michael de Molinos known as “Quietism,” and 
Pius IX., under the influence of the Jesuits, beatified, in 1864, 
Marguerite Marie Alacoque, who reproduced the teachings of 
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Molinos. Particularly in her “La Devotion au Coeur de Jesus” 
she reproduces verbally the condemned propositions, 1, 2, 4, 5, 
20, 21, 25, 43, 61,62. So, poor Molinos the father of such propo- 
sitions, was condemned to eternal perdition by one pope, and his 
faithful pupil, for teaching them, was made a saint by another. 
Leo XIII. has enriched such devotion with many indulgences, 
and pronounced the new saint inspired when she was merely a 
copyist. Shall the faithful pray to this saint with the possibility 
that some day a pope will come and pronounce her a heretic and 
send her where Innocent XI. sent her teacher, Molinos? Pius 
IX. would have my respect if, when, yielding to the Jesuits, he 
elevated the pupil to the rank of a saint, he had also given the 
same honor to her master, and had rejected the Bull “Unam Sanc- 
tam,” which says “Moreover we declare, affirm and define that 
every human creature is subject to the Roman Pontif, and we 
pronounce this to be altogether necessary for salvation.” But 
that would be too fair play for a pope who holds always to his 
own opinion. Cardinal Hergenrother in his work on “Church 
and State” says: “The Church does not, in principle, renounce 
any rights which she has once exercised.” (Katholische Kirche 


und Christlicher Staat, vol. I, page 804.) So the succeeding 
popes, taking for granted that their predecessors have made use 
of their supreme authority to do their own will, claim the same 
privilege for themselves, regardless of what these other popes 
have done, said, or believed, on the ground “that the opinion of 
a living pope is more valuable than the opinion of a hundred dead 
ones.” 


This is why Boniface VI., who has been regarded as pope by 
so many other popes during ten centuries, now is canceled by Pius 
X. and regarded by some of your papers as “not very respectable.” 
If you yourself had dared to say a few years ago that “he was not 
a pope, nor very respectable” I assure you that you would never 
have been a Cardinal, and who knows if as soon as Pius X. dies, 
Boniface VI. may be restored not only to the papacy, but even 
may be canonized? It would not be the first case, as we shall 
see in the course of these letters. All depends on the caprice of 
the next pope, and the political developments of the times. In 
my study of the long list of popes I have failed to see two popes 





78 THE CONVERTED CATHOLIC. 


agree on subjects of faith and morals; on one subject only they 
all are in perfect accord—the furthering of their supreme 
authority They care not to inquire if Saint Peter left them any 
canon regarding Church government or any rule of faith. All 
they eagerly claim as an inheritance from him is the papal su- 
premacy. No wonder thgy have so much regard for Saint Peter! 

My purpose in these letters is to show that the act of the pope 
is unjust and arbitrary, and I will prove it. 

The election of Boniface VI. has been questioned by the 
critics of all ages, but the Church has never erased his name from 
the list of popes, for the simple reason that it is impossible to 
erase him without erasing at least two-thirds of them. And that 
is precisely my position, that it is an injustice to cancel Boniface 
VI. unless all those who are in the same position meet with the 
same fate. 

According to your historians, Boniface VI. was the son of a 
bishop named Adrian. Some historians say that previous to 
his election he was degraded twice, once when he was a sub- 
deacon, and again when he was a priest, for “his notoriously in- 
moral life.” (Chronicles of Popes, p. 180.) Your Lives of Popes, 
while agreeing that he was the son of a bishop, says that he was 
deposed by John VIII. only from the office of sub-deacon. I do 
not know where McKilliam got the information for his “Chronicles 
of Popes.” He assures us that he got all his material from the 
library of the Vatican, open to him by the kindness of His Holi- 
ness Leo XIII., but I must say that it is the first time I have read 
such a statement from one so much honored by a pope. If this is 
really the case Leo XIII. must have deceived me by conferring 
his blessing upon me in approval of my assertion that “Baronius 
is the only reliable historian who speaks unkindly of Boniface VI., 
without, however, touching upon his character, probably overlook- 
ing the fact that his deposition by John was more the result of 
the intrigues and suspicions of the time, than any fault on his 
part. Our opinion is based on the respect and confidence with 
which the succeeding popes have distinguished this pope.” 

The general charge that “little regularity was observed in his 
election” appears childish and unfair to any person conversant 
with the history of your Church. At that time no regularity was 
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observed in papal elections. They were carried out by the in- 
trigues of factions. Generally the candidate who had the most 
money to give away, or had the favor of the most powerful 
prince, carried the election. The Holy Spirit has never had any- 
thing to do with the election of popes. There was never any 
sanctity about the way men have been inducted into the Sacred 
Office. On the contrary it has almost invariably been with fraud 
and violence. We need not go far into history to prove that. 
Let us examine the election of the two popes, Formosus, the pre- 
decessor of Boniface VI., and Stephen VII., his successor. 
Formosus, according to the Lives of the Popes, p. 233, was the 
first bishop who became a pope (according to Alzog, he was the 
second). John VIII. had condemned and deposed Formosus 
from his See of Porto, because he had been accused of certain 
crimes, including that of conspiring to murder the pope and also 
King Charles the Bald. He was not only excommunicated but 
forbidden to return to Rome. A few months later this sentence 
was confirmed by Charles the Bald. But the pope, Marinus L., 
released the exile from his oaths, and restored him to his See. 
Adrian II. and Stephen VI. distinguished and honored Formosus. 
Cardella, in Vol. I. of his History of the Cardinals, says, that even 
amidst the dense darkness owing to the obscurity of ancient docu- 
ments, Father Nardi has found abundant light to clear Formosus 
of all the offenses that have been imputed to him and he main- 
tains that time has openly proved his innocence. Novaes says 
that John VIII., who restored the heretical Photius to the See of 
Constantinople, may also have given too easy credence to cal- 
umnjes against Formosus.” Here we see how one pope treats 
another; one pope excommunicated Formosus, and two subse- 
quent popes honored him, so that Stephen VI., who is considered 
to be a saint, when he became pope chose to be consecrated by 
Formosus.* And the Liber Pontificalis reckons him as “cardinal 


*After the death of one infallible pope, his successor, as infallible 
himself, accused him of error, schism, idolatry, and anathematized his 
acts, to be in his turn pronounced by his successor a herretic, a 
simoniac and an idolater. (Cormenin, History of Popes from St. 
Peter to the Present Pope, including the History of Saints, Martyrs, 
Fathers of the Church. Eng. trans., p. 271). 
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bishop” although we know that there was no college of cardinals 
at that time.** 

To fully understand the manner of the election of Formosus, 
we must take a look into the history of his times. Stephen VI., 
his predecessor, who was consecrated by him is said to have been 
elected by the unanimous votes of the Roman people, who were 
stricken by great poverty on account of a plague of locusts, and 
as this priest was very rich and generous they elected him, with 
the hope that he would relieve them in their distress. Several 
miracles are attributed to Stephen. The day of his elevation the 
rain began to fall. He also blessed a great quantity of water and 
ordered the people to sprinkle it on the vines and crops, and the 
locusts are said to have miraculously fallen dead in great heaps. 
(Liber Pontificalis, ed. Duchesne, Vol. II., p. 196.) 

But in the election of Stephen there was an irregularity which 
threatened to bring about serious disturbances. According to 
the decree of Eugenius II., in his Imperial Constitution of 824, 
no pope could be considered lawfully elected without the confirma- 
tion of the Emperor of the West. Now Formosus was at enmity 
with the Emperor Charles the Fat, who had listened to the 
accusations of Pope John VIII. against him, so he proceeded to 
consecrate Stephen VI., who was really nothing but his creature, 
without consulting the Emperor nor asking him to confirm the 
election. The Emperor seeing his rights infringed upon, sent 
Luitard of Vercelli and other bishops to Rome with orders to de- 
pose Stephen (Regesta, Vol. I., pp. 427-428.) This zeal for his 
rights was to cost the Emperor the loss of his empire and his life. 
Stephen, the newly-elected pope, at the instigation of Formosus, 
hastened to send legates, Formosus being prominent among 
them, to Charles, with the purpose of apologizing to him and 


**The Liber Pontificalis is the most fraudulent book we know 
of. The copy shown in the library of the Vatican has been made 
over and over. We have seen a lay brother greatly praised because 
he could reproduce so faithfully the old manuscript works, that the 
torn leaves and even fly-specks and stains of time were admirably 
reproduced. By means of such able copyists, names, dates, etc., are 
being changed every day, therefore we see so many contradictions 
among those who cite them. And the true original, if any, is hidden 
away in the private archive, where no one but the Pope’s Secretary 
of State and Cardinal Chamberlain have any access under pain of 
excommunication. 
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assuring him of the papal good-will. With a cunning, charac- 
teristic of Formosus, the legates told Charles that the haste and 
irregularity of the election had been due to their fear of the 
National party, which was in opposition to the German party 
represented by Stephen and Formosus. The emperor, appeased by 
this apparent loyalty to the German Crown, is said to have con- 
firmed the election of Stephen VI. There is no document to prove 
this, however, and probabilities indicate that the papal legates 
were not at all satisfied with the result of their mission, for be- 
fore returning to Rome they were plotting the overthrow of 
Charles. They attended a diet at Tribur, in which the nobles de- 
posed Charles and elected Arnulf in his stead. By this action 
the safety of the pope was assured, as Arnulf had been aspiring 
to the Crown of Germany for a long time. Being an illegitimate 
son of Carloman, King of Bavaria, he had not been able to ac- 
complish his desires. But now a pope who was a power in the 
political world welcomed him to the dignity. He was ready to 
make any concessions, and before the legates left the country he 
confirmed the pope in all the rights and privileges that he claimed. 

The pope, whose chief aim in favoring Arnulf was in order to 
secure his immediate aid against the Saracens on the one hand 
and the contending factions in Italy on the other, invited Arnulf 
to come to Rome to receive the Imperial Crown. But disturb- 
ances in Germany prevented Arnulf from accepting the pope’s 
invitation. At the same time, Guido, Duke of Spoleto, the leader 
of one of the factions in Italy had acquired fame by gaining the 
victory over his rival, Berengarius, Duke of Friuli, in two battles. 

Stephen, regardless of the promise made to Arnulf, and think- 
ing this to be a good opportunity to gratify the.general desire of 
the Italian people to shake off the foreign yoke, now proceeded at 
once to crown Guido. The pope also made Guido his adopted 
son. Guido in return confirmed the gifts made to the Roman 
Church by Pepin and by the Emperor Charlemagne, and Louis 
the Pious. 

Berengarius, submitting to the inevitable, retired from the field, 
but did not abdicate his claims; and, knowing that his only hope 
lay in securing the papal favor, availed himself of the opportunity 
soon presented by the death of Stephen VI. to push forward his 
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own candidate for the papacy, Sergius, a Roman by birth, in op- 
position to Formosus, Guido’s candidate. 

Sergius had the vote of the majority among the nobility, the 
clergy, and the people, who opposed Formosus on account of his 
former relations with the German party and his promise to crown 
Lambert, the son of Guido as the colleague of his father in 
preference to Berengarius. Sergius was actually at the altar 
preparing for the solemn ceremony of inauguration when he was 
torn away by the faction in power, while Formosus, confirmed 
by Guido, was being invested with the papal dignity in another 
Church. Sergius fled for his life to Tuscany, though still claim- 
ing for himself the papal rights. 

Formosus acknowledges his indebtedness to Guido in a letter 
sent by him to Fulk, the metropolitan of Rheims: “Guido, your 
relative and ours, whose authority contributed to secure our 
election. We propose also to crown his son, Lambert, whom we 
have adopted as our own.” (Regesta, Vol. I., p. 437.) 

Now, at the death of Guido, 894, the pope was having some 
difficulties with regard to a certain domain which the young 
Emperor Lambert wished to take from the dutchy of Rome. The 
pope, who had until now manifested an inviolable attachment for 
Lambert, his relative, “De ipso Lamberto, patris se curam habere, 
filiique carissimi loco eum diligere, atque inviolabilem cum eo 
concordiam se velle servare” (Frodoard, Hist. Rhem.), de- 
prived him of the throne, and offered the empire to his rival, 
Berengarius, Duke of Friuli. But knowing the pope’s cunning, 
and his relations with the German party, this Duke refused to give 
any aid to the holy father and joined forces with Lambert against 
any foreign invasion. Then Formosus in order to place himself 
beyond the reach of the vengeance of Lambert, who threatened 
to take Rome with arms, called Arnulf into Italy, renewing 
Stephen’s former promise to give him the empire. But the fac- 
tion of Sergius, the rival pope, aided by the authority of Lambert, 
and headed by Lambert’s mother, took possession of Rome and 
made the pope a-prisoner. At his arrival, Arnulf attacked the 
city, which, being garrisoned by veteran troops, offered him an 
active resistance. Finally, owing to a well-known singular cir- 
cumstance, Arnulf advanced with his army, scaled the walls, and 
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that such a one is not pope, because he has not been enthroned, 
let him be excommunicated, ad perpetum, with his followers, and 
accomplices; let them be separated and expelled from the Church 
of God, as Anti-Christ and disturbers and destroyers; and let 
them be deposed from all ecclesiastical dignity. And if any one 
should defend such presumption, against him also be this our 
sentence. And here follow terrible anathemas. You teach your 
people that nothing can be more terrible than the excommunica- 
tion of the Church. Yet I do not think there has been any pope 
who has believed in or feared the excommunications of another. 

What would the faithful say if they knew that Pius X. was 
excommunicated by this Decree, and with him all who try to 
defend him, when he cancels a pope who could not receive the 
investiture because his successor killed him before he could be 
enthroned ? 

Sut if the purpose of Pius X. is to be fair and just, he, 
regardless of ancient excommunications, ought to cancel all the 
popes who were less canonically elected than Boniface 
VI., and whose names we shall give. I promise you 
that in treating this subject I will make no use of any author 
who does not bear the approbation of your Church and for the 
sake of clearness I will make a threefold division of the subject, 
the treatment of which I will commence in my next letter, viz: 

I. Popes who ought to be canceled because of irregularities 
in their election. 

II. Popes who were “not very respectable ones.” 

III. Popes who were heretics. 

MANUEL FERRANDO. 


MR. BRYAN’S SOVEREIGN. AMERICAN 


When Mr. William J. Bryan took his seat as Secretary 
of State he gave to the newspaper men a brief statement of 
his views of our nation, in which he said: 

“Behold a republic in which civil and religious liberty stimu- 
late all to earnest endeavor and in which the law restrains 
every hand uplifted for a neighbor’s injury—a republic in 
which every citizen is a sovereign, but in which no one cares 
or dares to wear a crown.” 





THE CONVERTED CATHOLIC. 


Every citizen is indeed a sovereign under our laws. But our 
Catholic fellow citizens are not sovereigns in the domain of faith 
and morals under the laws which the papacy and the hier- 
archy seek to impose on them. These ecclesiastical laws chal- 
lenge our laws. The pope and his bishops claim that the mind 
and heart, the hands and feet, the eyes and ears of every 
Catholic are within their jurisdiction, and that this jurisdic- 
tion is supreme. And Mr. Bryan knows very well that, though 
the papal bishops among us cover their heads with hats in- 
stead of crowns, they boldly claim to carry in their merciless 
hands the fateful keys to eternal doom, and that they solemnly 
teach our entire Catholic population to believe their stupend- 
ous claims and terrifying precepts. 

“We teach and declare that . . . the power of jurisdiction 
of the Roman pontiff . . . is immediate, to which all . 
both pastors and ‘faithful, both individually and collectively, 
are bound . . . by true obedience to submit . . . in matters 
which belong to faith and morals. . . . This is the teaching of 
Catholic truth, from which no one can deviate without loss of 
faith and salvation.” 


This is a decree which Cardinal Gibbons helped make in 
the Vatican council. The catechism bearing his commenda- 
tion says that “the pope and the bishops as the successors 
of the apostles have” “the right and power to govern the faith- 
ful” ; and that the faithful must obey or loss of salvation awaits 
them. 


What sort of a “sovereign” is an American who cannot 
read the Protestant Bible or interpret the Catholic Bible differ- 
ent from the pope? What sort of a sovereign is an American 
who cannot lead his sweetheart before a civil official or Prot- 
estant minister and assume the sacred nuptial vows? What 
sort of a sovereign is an American father who can’t send his 
children to the public schools? What sort of a sovereign is 
an American who cannot fellowship with our social organiza- 
tions in charitable work and in moral reforms? and cannot 
sing and pray in our churches? What sort of a sovereign is 
an American who cannot petition the Legislature of his State 
concerning church property? who cannot print a book or buy 





THE CONVERTED CATHOLIC. 89 


and sell a book which the pope has condemned? What sort 
of a sovereign is a State or national legislator, a Governor, a 
Cabinet member or a President who, in his official duties, can- 
not affect “the interests” of the pope unless he has previously 
obtained the pope’s consent? What sort of a sovereign is an 
American who, though protected by our laws and shielded 
by our banner, cannot exercise these rights without being 
flung into the fires of Hell by the papal hierarchy? 

And what sort of fidelity and patriotism does Mr. Bryan 
manifest by his silence — his cowardly silence about these 
aggressions and invasions? c.. x 


The Presidential Election 


In U. S. A. has resulted in a choice likely to produce good 
results for the wise and moderate government of the great land 
of the West. President Woodrow Wilson, whose middle name 
is reminiscent of (as, indeed, it commemorates) the Scottish Church 
historian, is a comparatively unknown man, but with a good rec- 


ord, especially favorable in those matters of public righteousness 
where example is most potent. He owed his election largely 
to the difference between Taft and Roosevelt; but we are not 
of those who look upon split votes as deplorable. After all, they 
are just the means of securing good elections. Man proposes, 
but God disposes by providential happenings, split votes among 
other things. Mr. Roosevelt deserved, and he secured, a great 
expression of public confidence because of his robustness in some 
things, notably against the greedy administration of Trusts, and 
against the effrontery of papal insult to America. Propor- 
tionally he lost through lack of consistency in all his dealings with 
Rome. But President Taft, who lost heavily, has to thank mainly 
his consistency in favoring Rome. It is yet to be seen how 
President Wilson will translate ideas into action in this connec- 
tion. Much will be looked for at his hands on behalf of liberty 
of conscience, coupled with defiance of the pope or his cardinals 
when they interfere in American politics—The Bulwark, Decem- 
ber, 1912. 
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THE CHURCH OF ROME vs. MORALITY 


BY PROFESSOR W. RUSSELL COLLINS, D.D. 
(Concluded. ) 


(A complete understanding of this article necessitates a 
reading of the first part, including the case submitted by “Stanis- 
laus,” which appeared in the February number of THE Con- 
VERTED CATHOLIC. ) 


I am not surprised that “Stanislaus,” in presenting such a 
shameless, cruel and immoral deduction, should hide his name 
and write over a nom de plume. 


But it must be remembered that “Stainslaus” is not an indi- 
vidual, and is merely an incident in a system. This iniquitous 
system denies men the right of reason, forbidding independent 
thought, and thereby destroys individuality. “Stanislaus” is the 
creature of this system, a part of its machinery, who must move 
as he is moved and think the thoughts that he is commanded 
to think. If he ever finds himself he may become an individual. 
In such an event he will be cast out by the system. But in such 
an event he will undoubtedly reverse his judgment in such a case 
as he has here presented. And he will depart from the system 
without waiting to be cast out. 

Our contention, therefore, is not with Stanislaus, but is with 
the system which has vocalized itself through him, as it is do- 
ing through thousands of priests everywhere, who cannot say, 
“O Lord, open Thou our lips, and our mouth shall show forth 
Thy praise!” but are obliged to say, as they have been taught, 
“O Vatican, open Thou our lips, and we will utter thy decrees!” 
lf Stanislaus, therefore, imagines I have been, or am, personal 
in my censures I must beseech his forgiveness and beg him to 
be assured that I have no knowledge of him as an individual, 
but that I discern in his nom de plume merely a representa- 
tive of a system. And I am addressing my protest to that 
system, and to the spirit of manliness, to say naught of godli- 
ness, that is outraged by the iniquity of that system. 


I would be glad to learn that the “case of conscience” here 
presented has no concrete existence, and is offered for discus- 
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sion purely as an academic question. It is as such that I have 
undertaken an analysis of it. 

But the Barclay-McCann case in Ireland, with all its dia- 
bolical ramifications, is no mere academic question, but it is a 
concrete demonstration of the hellish operation of the Ne Temere 
decree, even more iniquitous than that presented in the case 
before us. And the recent annulment of the Castellane-Gould 
marriage by the papal court, the Rota, in which the living chil- 
dren become illegitimate by the decree of his abominable holi- 
ness, although born in honest wedlock, sanctioned by the law of 
God and by the law of the State, demonstrates again the im- 
morality and iniquity of the Roman Church. 

The Castellane-Gould case will send a ripple of a laugh 
around the world among the indifferent, who will say Rome is 
a fool to waste time and energy in annulling a marriage long 
after divorce and remarriage have forever established the sepa- 
ration as completely as it can be established. 

But Rome is no fool. Rome works the seriuus works of the 
devil. Rome is seeking not to complete a separation, but to 
stigmatize the honest, godly wedlock of Protestantism with for- 
nication, concubinage and illigitimacy of birth. 

And if the Barclay-MeCann case demonstrates what the Ne 
Temere decree can do, has done and will do in Rome-ruled Ire- 
land, let indifferent Americans know that when Rome comes into 
control of American politics, American legislatures and Ameri- 
can courts, as she is rapidly doing at this moment, the Ne Temere 
will operate in exactly the same manner against our Protestant 
American homes. 

Having discussed the question of clandestinity, I shall now 
proceed to a discussion, without observing any particular order, 
of the question of fear in the “case of conscience” before us. 

1. In the first place, it is admitted that the young man in 
the narrative “finally accepts a situation from which he cannot 
legitimately extricate himself.’ This should settle the matter; 
and discussion properly ends here. If there were any real im- 
pediment of fear, or any other kind of real impediment he could 
“legitimately extricate himself,” because a valid impediment would 
prevent a valid marriage, and would render an attempt at mar- 
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riage illegitimate, and it would be therefore automatically an- 
nulled. But, it is confessed, “he cannot legitimately extricate 
himself.” And Rome will therefore aid him to extricate him- 
self illegitimately. For Rome defies all law, save the law of the 
Vatican. In America Rome shouts the loudest hurrahs when the 
Stars and Stripes are unfurled in order to throw dust into the 
eyes of the American people. But Rome tramples American law 
under foot and drags the flag in the dust whenever she finds 
safe opportunity to do so. 

























2. In the second place, it is not alleged that the young man 
was forced unwillingly, or under any impediment of fear, into the 
compromising situation in which he is presented. In the absence 
of any further account of it, it must be assumed that he entered 
upon it voluntarily and most willingly. No parental pressure 
was brought to bear there. Most probably he planned and cre- 
ated the situation. Agreeing that neither he nor the girl had 
ever been in such a situation before in any other connection, they 
thereby, upon this occasion, voluntarily entered into natural wed- 
lock and consummated a common-law marriage, and a marriage 
binding under Divine law, despite the prohibition of ecclesiastical 
canon law. It will be agreed that this was not consummated 
without sin of mind and heart. For otherwise, in their enlighten- 
ment, they would not have entered upon it in other than the 
manner provided by civilized custom, in legal and religious au- 
thorization. Nevertheless, they willingly consummated a legal, 
common-law marriage, for which reason, it is confessed, the 
young man could not “legitimately extricate himself.” Here 
“legitimately” must comprehend both civil law and Divine law. 
And no impediment of fear is here alleged. The young man 
was not forced. 


3. In the third place, it is alleged that “it is a case of fear 
having induced the young man to yield against his inclination 
and will to the pressure of the parents.” 

This is not true in philosophy. He did not yield against his 
inclination and will. A man is always inclined to do and wills 
to do that which is most advantageous to himself, as he believes, 
in any situation. And it is not alleged that there was such a 
pressure here as the penalty of death, or even of physical tor- 
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ture, or of any physical force. The young man “yielded.” That 
is to admit that he had the power to yield; or, in other words, 
to exercise his will power. And he did exercise his will power. 
If he could yield he could also have refused, had he been so in- 
clined, and had he so willed. It is confessed he could not have 
refused “legitimately.” But he could have refused illegiti- 
mately. He yielded, perhaps, to escape what would have been, 
in the event of his refusal, a well-deserved punishment in a 
richly merited loss, if, as we may imagine, his father threatened 
to disinherit him. It is granted that it was against his inclina- 
tion to do right. And it is granted that he did not do right, 
morally, in his heart. But he yielded to do right legally for 
personal, selfish gain in other respects. His act in yielding 
was entirely selfish. He did that which was most ad- 
vantageous to himself, recovering, probably, what would have 
been a justly deserved loss. And in so doing he cowardly for- 
feited the honor and the vindication that comes to the man who 
has sinned, who nobly rights the wrong he has done in volun- 
tarily legalizing the marriage he contracts with the girl whom he 
has wronged. This man was a despicable, cowardly villain, 


whom the Church of Rome would shelter and exculpate in his 
miserable sin. 


4. In the fourth place, it is alleged that “he was forced to 
consent to marriage.” 

He was not. He was married already. He was merely given 
the option of acknowledging and legalizing his marriage, or 
of suffering a penalty which was distasteful to him. He had 
broken a law, and a great law. He was a criminal before the 
bar. By satisfying the demands of the law he could escape just 
penalty. And he chose to do so. He chose that which was most 
agreeable to himself, and he suffered no injustice. 


- 


5. In the fifth place, it is alleged that “every human indi- 
vidual is free to marry or not to marry a person of his choice.” 

This is not true. The person of one’s choice may not con- 
sent to be chosen, and the chooser is therefore not free “to marry 
a person of his choice.” And, as in this case, he is not free to 
marry a person of his choice when he is already married to an- 
other person of his previous choice. 
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The human will is by no means actually or legally free in its 
exercise. It is hindered at a thousand points by physical disabil- 
ity and by a thousand disenabling laws. Yet it must be granted 
that in every final analysis the man wills to do that which is least 
repugnant to him, even though it may disagree with his original 
desire, because his will changes with the change of enabling or dis- 
enabling circumstances or under conditions more desirable. 


These seem to be mutually contradictory statements. But if 
so, they are contradictory in words only, owing to the insufficiency 
of the vocabulary to express every phase of human thought. 
Perhaps by way of distinction, we should say that desire is bound 
and will operates freely. But we fail even there. For in a last 
analysis man desires and wills that which is least repugnant or 
most agreeable to himself under all circumstances. 

But in this case the young man contracted a natural or com- 
mon-law marriage with “a person of his choice,” and there was 
none to hinder, nor to compel. His freedom of action was not 
curtailed until he wished to abandon the “person of his choice” 
and violate his contract. No man is free to violate an honest con- 
tract to the injury of others, upon which he has voluntarily 
entered so long as it lies within his power to fulfil the same. 

The trouble with this young man is that, having married “a 
person of his choice,’ he now wants to marry another person of 
his choice while his first choice is still living, and he does not find 
himself legally free to do so, though the Church of Rome would 
gladly give him that freedom, or license. 


6. In the sixth place, it is proposed in the case that “What 
the judge can do is to punish the crime by demanding satisfac- 
tion, such as a fine, to be paid to the girl for the possible temporal 
damages that may result from the crime.” 

Horror of horrors! “A fine!” That is all a young man 
pays who picks up a common street wastrel, and he pays it most 
willingly. Fines merely commercialize lawlessness and crime. 
Where crime is concerned there lies but small difference be- 
tween legally imposed license fees and fines, and illegally ex- 
acted graft, and the “price” of the street or the resort. They 
are all equally the price of crime, and they all equally support 
and sustain crime. And the recipient, who is enriched thereby, 
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whether the State or an individual, is a participant in the crime 
—a party either before or after the fact. A fine is no punish- 
ment unless it attains a value that would be commonly called 
excessive. A fine is merely a price, to be avoided if possible, 
but to be met preferably to an avoidance of the crime. It is, 
therefore, willingly agreed to as a price. Punitive measures, to 
be preventive and just, must yield material profit to no one, 
and must bring such pain to the guilty as will horrify his mind 
in anticipation sufficiently to deter him from entering upon the 
coveted indulgence. And experience has shown that in the pre- 
vention of certain crimes, includingly such vice as is here com- 
prehended, no penalty is effective short of imprisonment or 
other corporal infliction, and that these are not effective when 
the sentence is light and more tolerable than obstinence from 
the illicitly pleasurable. 


And so this exponent of the Church of Rome proposes to 
commercialize vice and make it at least semi-respectable, so far 
as the man in the case is concerned if he be one of her own sons 
and if the woman be a heretic. She will commercialize his vice 
and throw about him the mantle of her protection in the name 


of religion. She will sell the Protestant woman to the Roman 
man for a price, for a temporary consort, and then cast her 
out. 

“Stone the woman, let the man go free!” 


7. And in the seventh place, the last that I shall consider, 
the writer contends that marriage is a sacrament, and a valid 
sacrament must be voluntary and not compulsory. 

And now this exponent of Roman theology will appeal to his 
sacraments to validate such infamy as he hete proposes—to invali- 
date a lawful marriage and to validate a proposed concubinage. 
Verily, such a sacrament “were more honored in the breach than 
the observance.” It must be agreed that a valid sacrament 
must be voluntarily entered upon and cannot be compulsory. 
Therefore the Roman Church was guilty of great iniquity in 
compelling men to partake of the sacrament of the Mass under 
pain of inquisitorial tortures. Rome has not always taught that 
a sacrament must be voluntary and cannot be compulsory. In 
fact, the teachings of Rome are according to the convenience of 
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Rome. And the teaching of Rome at one time and in one place 
contradicts the teaching of Rome at another time and in another 
place. 


However, whether with sacramental intention or not, the 
young man in the narrative entered into the situation he created 
in a sacramental way in so far as he did so voluntarily and with- 
out compulsion. 

While it must be agreed that a sacrament must be volun- 
tary, it will not be agreed that marriage is a sacrament, even 
though it be agreed that marriage must also be voluntary to be 
valid. 


A sacrament is an ordinance given to the Church by our 
Divine Lord, as a memorial, to serve as a blessing to the par- 
ticipants. But marriage is valid in the sight of God among the 
heathen, who know nothing of sacraments. Marriage is divinely 
instituted for all mankind under the Divine decree that it is not 
good for man to be alone, although the Vatican has decreed other- 
wise for its priests and nuns. To become a “religious” in the 
Roman Church one must, therefore, deny and defy the Divine 
decree and submit to the papal decree and abide alone and try to 
be good, if possible, under the plague of the most diabolical of 
temptations, provided by the papal system. 

But if marriage is for all mankind, the sacraments are for the 
Church only. Therefore marriage cannot be a sacrament in any 
ecclesiastical nor in any other sense. 

The question is raised, when did marriage become a sacra- 
ment? Let me give you a Roman Catholic answer. The Rev- 
erend Daniel Coghlan, D.D., Professor at St. Patrick’s College, 
Maynooth, criticises the Right Reverend Dr. Crozier, Bishop 
of Down and Protestant Primate, for saying “that it was at the 
Council of Trent (A. Dp. 1546-7), that marriage was first dis- 
covered to be a sacrament.” And Professor Coghlan proceeds 
to inform us that earlier councils, as early as 1210 A.D., and that 
earlier than these, the schools and medieval theologians, taught 
that marriage is a sacrament. Then, concludes Professor 
Coghlan, “And so back to the beginning.” Wonderful! most 
astute! Amazing acumen do we find here. And this is the kind 
of argument we may expect to find in a Roman Catholic scholar, 
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authority, and controversialist. He gets as far back as these in- 
definite, dark medieval times, and can go no further, and then in 
a wonderful dream that he is convincing the world, he dismisses 
all the earlier ages with a wave of the hand and says, “And so 
back to the beginning,” without a word of proof nor a scintilla 
of evidence, nor the remotest reference to the authority of the 
Holy Scripture. This is Roman scholarship and Roman logic. 

It is agreed that a distinction must be made between physical 
and spiritual marriage. They should never be divorced, yet sin 
and incompatability of spirit often divorces them. In the case 
proposed, physical marriage alone is under consideration, for that 
is the only marriage recognizable in the law. It is that which 
compels the man to abide with the first woman of his choice, who 
has given her consent, and forbids his abandonment of her to 
consort with another of his choice. 

It must be agreed that “marriage represents the union be- 
tween Christ and His Church, which union must come about by 
liberty and love and not by force.” But marriage is here contem- 
plated only in its spiritual aspect, although this is symbolized in 
the physical. Sin has destroyed much of the work of God. And 
it must be admitted that this mystical relation is often broken by 
sin, where marriage is nevertheless marriage. If marriage fails 
of its ideal, if it fails to symbolize the mystical union between 
Christ and the Church it is then not the province of the Church 
to destroy and annul marriage. But it is the province of the 
Church, through her evangelical mission, to strive to bring mar- 
riage into its true relation, that it may realize its ideal. 

This “case of conscience” justifies my faith in the Roman laity, 
when education gives freedom to thought and overrides supersti- 
tion and bigotry. 

For it is to be remarked that the father of the young man 
in the case, undoubtedly a Romanist, if his boy was a Romanist, 
insisted upon the marriage of his son to the Protestant girl whom 
the youth had wronged. All honor to that father! He was 
more righteous than his Church. Or, more truly said, he was 
righteous while his Church is unrighteous. And here behold a 
a conflict in the Roman Church: A father teaching his son 
righteousness and justice; a priest teaching the son iniquity, be- 
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cause the priest is commanded to do so by the Vatican! The 
iniquity of the Roman Church is the iniquity of the hierarchy, 
originating in the papal court, and is not the iniquity of the mis- 
led, deceived laity. 

As if to strengthen this case in the young man’s behalf, it 
is alleged that after their honest, religious marriage “the young 
couple continue to dwell in the home of the girl, but it is re- 
marked that they live in a continuous state of tension, neither 
of them speaking to the other without necessity.” Has this 
any bearing in the case? None that I can see. And where did 
the fault lie? Undoubtedly with the young man. He did not 
want to be honestly and legally married, though he had taken 
the woman unto himself voluntarily and had betrayed her. After 
the marriage he probably played the part of a churl and made it 
impossible for her to approach him on wifely terms. Truly 
Rome has presented an abominable young man for exculpation 
and as a demonstration of the operation of her laws. 


But we can teach a better law. This young man should be- 
come converted to Christianity. He should be loyal to the wife 
of his first choice, whatever her religion, or lack of it, may be, 
and should not seek legalized concubinage with a woman of his 
own religious belief, who can never be his wife in the sight 
of God while his present wife lives and refrains from compro- 
mising herself otherwise. 

Let this discussion of our Roman contemporary give warning 
against the subtility and wickedness of the Church of Rome, so 
far as the acts of her hierarchy are concerned. 

This is Rome to-day! Not Rome in a remote past age! 

Now let me give you another illustration of Roman Catholic 
disagreement and inconsistency. 

“Stanislaus” concludes that under the Ne Temere the mar- 
riage between this Roman Catholic young man and Protestant 
girl by a Protestant Minister is annulled. And by the terms of 
the Ne Temere Stanislaus is sustained. 

But a New York parish Roman Catholic Magazine, “The 
Messenger of The Sacred Heart,” of February, 1913, in its Ques- 
tion Box, gives the following question and answer: 
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Q. “A Catholic man was married to a baptized Protestant girl 
by a Protestant minister. He afterwards did public penance for 
this. Can he be divorced from her and marry a Catholic girl? 

A. “As the case is stated, this man is validly married to the 
first woman. He can marry no other, as long as his wife is 
living.” 

Here is presented exactly the same proposition as is presented 
by “Stanislaus.” And “Stanislaus,” and the editor of The Mes- 
senger of the Sacred Heart contradict each other. 


Stanisiaus tells the truth according to the Ne Temere. And 
under the Ne Temere, the editor of “The Messenger of the Sacred 
Heart” lies and deceives his readers and is liable to lead them into 
serious disaster, by the rule of the Church. But according to 
Divine law, he speaks the truth. 

This same editor presents two other questions. 


First. Q. “If a Catholic girl marries a Protestant man who is 
divorced from his wife, does she commit a sin for marrying a 
divorced person or merely for marrying a Protestant? 


A. “She commits a heinous, scandalous sin by attempting to 
marry a man whose wife is living. There is, of course, no 
marriage.” 

Here the editor lies again, under the Ne Temere, and deceives 
his readers, though he speaks the truth under Divine law. 


Second. Q. “Can an unbaptized man marry a Catholic girl? 

A. “Not unless a dispensation is obtained from the Church, 
The Catholic girl should remember that the Church is opposed 
to mixed marriages, and no marriage at present is valid, if one of 
the parties is Catholic, unless it is contracted before the priest 
and two witnesses.” 

Here the Jesuit editor tells the truth for the first time, under 
the Ne Temere and he virtually contradicts himself in his other 
answers. 

Having made reference to the Barclay-McCann case in 
Ireland, for the enlightenment of the reader, I append an article 
fully explaining this deplorable iniquity of Rome, taken from the 
“Vanguard and Crusader,” of April, 1912, as follows: 
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“ROME AND MARRIAGE” 


BY THE REVEREND DUDLEY FLETCHER, B.D. 


“The moral aspect of the papal decree ‘Ne Temere’ can be 
most clearly appreciated by its operation in a concrete case. 
Almost every parish has experience of similar cases. I have col- 
lected quite a number of them from newspaper cuttings. But 
the great majority are never made public. The victims prefer to 
suffer in silence. There is, however, one particular case which 
has caught the public ear, the case of the McCann family in 
Belfast. As this case is utterly misrepresented by so influential 
a journal as the “Daily News,” in a pamphlet, “Fifty Points for 
Home Rule” (“Daily News” series, No. 16). I venture to lay 
the true facts before your readers, as I have learned them from the 
lips of Mrs. McCann herself, and after the most careful personal 
investigations on the spot. 


In the year 1908 there lived near the town of Ballymena, 
County Antrim, an attractive young girl of seventeen years of 
age, named Agnes Jane Barclay. Her mother was a widow, and 
lived on a small farm of thirteen acres of land. The family, like 
most of the people in that district, were strong Presbyterians. 
In the town of Ballymena there lived a skilled carpenter named 
Alexander McCann. He was a Roman Catholic, and was about 
thirty years of age at the time referred to. He noticed the fair 
young Presbyterian coming to the town from time to time, and 
soon fell in love with her, and indeed no one need wonder at 
this who has seen her. He soon found an opportunity of intro- 
ducing himself to her, and immediately became her ardent lover. 
When marriage was mentioned, of course the difference in re- 
ligion presented a difficulty. McCann asked his fiancee to be 
married in his Church. This she resolutely refused to do, which 
simply meant that she was a true Ulster Protestant. McCann 
then expressed his readiness to be married in her Church, and 
sent a friend to request her minister, Rev. R. M. McCheyne Gil- 
mour, B.D., to perform the ceremony, which he did on May 
16, 1908, in the Second Presbyterian Church, Antrim. I have 
seen and copied out the original entry of the marriage in this 
church, and I possess a certified copy of it from the General 
Register Office, Dublin. 

There is no evidence that McCann had ever heard of the 
decree “Ne Temere,” which had come into force just a month 
before his marriage. Certainly no one else connected with the 
ceremony knew anything about it. All the evidence goes to 
prove that McCann believed that he was contracting an honor- 
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able and valid marriage, both in the sight of God and of men, 
with the fair young girl, little more than a child, who was will- 
ing to confide in his pledged word. 

He was very devoted to his young wife, as half-a-dozen of 
his genuine letters, which I possess, prove. The only cause of 
any trouble was that he was sometimes intemperate in his habits. 

They had lived happily together for nearly two years, and 
a child had been born and another was expected, when a bolt fell 
from the blue. 


A Roman priest called at their home one day and informed 
them that their marriage in the Presbyterian Church was no mar- 
riage at all in the eyes of the Roman Church, to which 
McCann belonged, and that they were simply living in open and 
sinful concubinage, and must come and get purely married in 
the Roman chapel. The man believed the priest. He had sur- 
rendered his reason and conscience to his Church, which, by a 
stroke of the papal pen, had turned his most solemn vows into so 
much empty breath, made his wife a concubine, and his children 
illegitimate. But the woman was cast in a different mold. She 
had surrendered her reason and conscience to no man or Church. 
She knew that by every just law of God and man she was an 
honorable wife and mother; and so she replied to the priest: 
“T am married, and I'll not be married twice to one man.” From 
this resolution all the powers of Rome could not turn her. At 
last a plot was arranged by which her two babes were stolen 
from her, and immured (we may well believe) within convent 
walls, and her craven-hearted husband turned her out upon the 
streets, homeless, childless and penniless, with nothing but the 
clothes she wore. 


If ever there was an honorable, open and valid marriage it 
was that of Alexander McCann and Agnes Jane Barclay. Rome 
says that it was absolutely null and void. On what grounds? 
First, that it was a “clandestine” marriage. This is an absolute 
falsehood. It fulfilled every requirement of the law of the land 
to ensure publicity and reliable witnesses. The second ground 
of nullity alleged is that referred to by Bishop Burton—that the 
Church of Rome had by the decree “Ne Temere” rendered 
McCann incapable of contracting a valid marriage, except in 
the presence of his parish priest. If McCann had hurried up his 
courtship by just one month, and got married in exactly the same 
way on April 16th, before the decree came into force, instead 
of May 16th, Rome teaches that he and Agnes Jane Barclay 
would to-day be united in the indissoluble bond of the sacrament 
of holy matrimony. Thus Rome appears as a huge manufac- 
turer of artificial sins—as if there were not enough real sins in 
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the world already! Morality depends upon the almanac. You 
are living in holy matrimony, or in fornication, just as the pope 
chooses to decide. What is holy matrimony to-day he may make 
tornication to-morrow. 

No wonder, then, that Rome’s “legislation on matrimony 
seems to .exasperate many.” It has exasperated the Protestants 
of Ulster to such a degree that rivers of blood will flow in Bel- 
fast before they will submit to be governed by men who must 
“toe the line” to papal decrees like “Ne Temere,” and its effects 
in the McCann case is to understand the awful intensity of 
Ulster’s resolution. never to submit to be governed by a Roman 
Catholic parliament in Dublin. 

Two facts are quite certain—one, that Rome issued a decree 
on marriage, known as “Ne Temere”; and the other, that by 
this decree the marriage of Alexander McCann and Agnes Jane 
Barclay is made absolutely null and void in the eyes of the Roman 
Church. The shocking words of Bishop Burton apply to it : “Their 
sham performance over, they return through the streets to their 
home unmarried and unblessed—nay, with a curse clinging to 
them, to enter a life of concubinage.” 


Let me again point out that this description by the bishop is 


justified, not by any inherent defect in the McCann-Barclay mar- 
riage, but simpiy and solely because the pope and a committee 
of cardinals at Rome, known as the Sacred Congregation of the 
Council, choose to brand it as concubinage. 


If it had taken place a month sooner they would call it holy 
matrimony. Such is the standard of ethics proclaimed to the 
world by one who claims to be the only divine teacher upon earth, 
our infallible guide in faith and morals.” 


THE APOSTOLIC DELEGATION AT 
WASHINGTON A FARCE. 


Yes, the bishops of this country will do about as they please, 
the little pious man at Washington notwithstanding. When 
Cardinal Satolli, the first apostolic delegate to this country, for- 
bade the refusal of the sacraments to parents who sent their 
children to the public schools, several bishops nevertheless per- 
sisted in that forbidden policy in spite of the Delegate’s so- 
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called authority; such as Arichbishop Elder, Bishops McQuade 
and Healy. The latter forbade his priests—I was one of them 
myself—to give absolution, even to the children themselves, who 
attended the public schools. And now Archbishop Messmer 
comes out with a strong decree commanding all Catholic parents 
to send their children to the parish schools under pain of being 
refused the sacraments. 

The late apostolic delegate, Cardinal Falconio, only last year 
prohibited the collection of money at the church doors before the 
church services. I had occasion during the past Summer to 
travel from Maine to Maryland, and attended mass in the 
churches of several of the largest cities. Nowhere did 
we see the prohibition observed. Money was demanded 
at the church doors as usual, and in those churches in which 
they bluffed the new regulation, they collected the seat-money 
in the pews, a still more shocking violation of the law. In one 
church we attended there were three collections during the mass. 
The first one was for the seat-money; the second was for the 
usual offertory contribution, and the third collection was for the 
holy father. There was one continuous collecting, clanging and 
rattling of money all during the mass. The Third Plenary Coun- 
cil of Baltimore forbids priests to take up the collection in the 
church themselves. Yet this is almost universally done, and in 
the Cathedral of Portland, Me., Bishop Healy himself commanded 
the writer to take up the Easter collection. 


Bishop Conroy admits and protests that he and Bishop Ga- 
briels have nothing against the writer, except that he will not 
obev them. This, in their minds, is a sufficient reason to have him 
locked up in an asylum. But when bishops put their authority 
above the Ten Commandments, above Church and State and God 
Himself, it is high time to disobey them. Bishops are not above 
the law, say the canonists, and when they command things in 
direct violation of it, they are not to be obeyed. I shall never 
obey my bishop, or any other bishop, to pay the fraudulant notes 
of thieving priests out of the pockets of the people. 

If the apostolic delegate can manage these lawless bishops 
he will confer a boon upon this bishop-ridden country of ours. 

-——-The Church Protest. 
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THE CONVENT SCHOOL TRAGEDY 


BY CARA LIBERTAS. 


(The following warning is as applicable to America as to 
Ireland and England :) 


A few days ago the Archbishop of Canterbury was reported 
in the “Daily Mail” as uttering a necessary, if belated, warning 
against the practise of sending children to convent schools. Evi- 
dently the archbishop has come into possession of information 
which forces him, as the official head of our National Church, to 
warn its members against the extreme foolishness of sending 
children into the dangerous influence of convent teaching and 
surroundings. Some of us have been uttering warnings for years, 
but parents seem mesmerized with the vast importance of a pretty 
accent, and weakly take the bait of low fees. 

Lest we should be accused of bigotry and narrow-mindedness, 
let me quote a few sentences from a magnificent book written by 
a Roman Catholic author (“Priests and People,” by Michael J. 
F. McCarthy, B.A.) He says at page 15: 


“T do not consider the education of these convents to deserve 
the name of superior,” and “as these convent schools are mostly 
used as feeders for the religious communities, we may take it 
that a large percentage of the girls attending them will join the 
orders of nuns who manage those schools.” 

“Ts it not (speaking of lack of Roman Catholic worldly ad- 
vancement) because of the upbringing of the lay Catholics, be- 
cause of the timidity and want of self-help implanted in their 
minds?” (p. 17). 

“With regard to the better class-teaching done by those thou- 
sands of Dublin nuns, the result is even worse, for the respect- 
able girls remain longer in the nuns’ charge than the poor girls. 
Therefore when they leave the convents they find themselves 
more helpless than the National School children. They have 
been trained under the direction of unpractical women, who, 
either from devotion or cowardice—both words often mean the 
same thing—have left the world in despair” (pp. 427-8). 

“When they leave school they are like fish out of water, they 
have lost touch with their parents, and the only way they know 
of occupying their time is to continue the round of religious 
exercises. As for turning their energies to anything practical 
or taking a sensible part in household duties, such a thing is out 
of the question. What a wilderness their virgin minds have 
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grown into! It has been a subject of complaint among Catholic 
men that the spread of conventual education is ruining our 
Irish womanhood.” 

“Once a girl goes into those convent schools her parents have 
lost all influence over her. If she be a well-looking girl, or a 
clever girl, or a rich girl, she is fooled and flattered and made a 
snob of; and all her energies are dispersed upon the silliest and 
most mind-killing pursuits. Ifa girl be an orphan, and happens 
to have means, she is certain to be enticed into becoming a 
nun, and making her fortune over to the community.” 

Speaking of girls being made to adore images, he says: 


“O fathers of those girls! why do you allow it? Those girls 
are intended for a nobler destiny than this degrading clay wor- 
ship will lead them to. Behold, O fathers of those girls, the 
whole convent gathered on parade in the convent chapel! For 
what purpose? For the adoration of the cross! Not for the 
adoration of Him who died upon it, but for the adoration of 
the cross itself. Behold that chip of wood under a glass case, 
in front of the altar! Behold your daughters filing up one 
after the other, and behold them kneeling before, and adoring 
that piece of wood, and reverently pressing their young lips 
against the glass case which covers it. Was it to waste their 
young days thus that those children were born into the world? 
Is that the moral of the crucifixion and resurrection? Is that 
a fit training for the future mothers of the nation? Is that the 
way to rear the mothers of brave sons? Rather is it not the 
way to stamp cowardice toward God and man into the very 
bowels of the race? Is it not blight to their intellects, death to 
their budding energies, and blight and death to unborn gener- 
ations? Of course it is, and so it has been. O fathers of Ire- 
land, save your children! Do something to preserve the Catholic 
Irishman from being the byword of Europe! Save your children 
from being manufactured into cowards, whose business in after- 
life will be to support an idle priesthood at home and abroad. 
Your children will become children of Mary as a matter of 
course in the convents.” 

If my readers will read England instead of Ireland, this bril- 
liant writer’s testimony will exactly suit the case, for nuns and 
Rome are the same in all lands. Their denials of the charge of 
interfering with the religion of Protestant pupils is misleading. 
I myself heard the testimony of a Christian lady on this point, 
who had been a nun. 


During the religious lesson the Protestant child is put to sit on 
a form in the same room, away from the class, but within hearing, 
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and put to sit in a cold corridor while the others are in chapel, 
but within sight of the comfortable interior. The child eventually 
often asks to be allowed to go in, and, after a pretended demur, 
is permitted, unknown to the parents, and in violation of a deliber- 
ate promise to the contrary. 

A mother in South London told me that her child, aged seven, 
was in the school of a community of French nuns. She was 
learning French (sic), and as a kind of afterthought she said 
that the child could repeat the “Hail Mary.” Why, is it not 
obvious that this community, driven out of France (not for being 
angels) were teaching this innocent child the pagan superstition 
of mariolatry ? 

Fathers and mothers of England, be warned in time, or you 
will yet shed the bitter tears of a perpetual remorse. You are 
bartering the happiness of your offspring in exchange for a 
shoddy veneer of flabby sentimentalism, superstition and super- 
ficial instruction. 

Your beautiful girl may be able to speak after French words, 
play the piano or paint the lily, but her soul-life, her personality 
will have received a deadly wound, the influence of the nun will 
never be obliterated; and, as is the intention of her teachers, her 
spiritual vision will be blurred by a morose fantasy of plaster 
figures, shoddy religious pictures, crucifixes and the studied-calm 
image of the coiffured face. Education, never forget, is to the 
Church of Rome but a means to an end. In itself it is feared 
and hated, but being a necessity in a civilized community, it is 
monopolized, where possible, manipulated and watered down to 
suit the requirements of a false religion, and produce a race of 
weak-kneed men and women subservient to the will of the sacer- 
dotal machine, that perpetual enemy and curse of mankind and 
the very antithesis of real live Christianity, the Christianity which 
proclaims to the fallen sons of men that “Christ is all.”—From 
the Vanguard and Crusader, April, 1912. 


ROME AND THE INQUISITION 

We recently came across an old letter of that Protestant 
worthy, D, A. Doudney, D.D., written in 1886, while he was vicar 
of St. Luke’s, Bedminster. If only the Anglican Communion had 
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such champions to-day the nauseating popery she now propa- 


gates would be impossible. Regarding the Romish inquisition, 
Mr. Doudney writes: 


That Roman Catholics may not be ignorant of the deeds of 
the inquisition in the past, there is the following in “La Bandera 
Catolica”’ : 

We judge our esteemed subscribers will read with great pleas- 
ure the statistics respecting those who suffered under the Holy 
Tribunal from the 1481 to 1808, when this so venerable an insti- 
tution was abolished. As our readers will see it refers to Spain 
only; we are unable to give the numbers of those who suffered 
in other countries. We have believed it right also to publish the 
names of those holy men under whose hands so many sinners 
suffered, that good Catholics may venerate their memory: 


By Torquemada— 

Men and women burnt alive 

Burnt in effigy 

Condemned to other punishments............ 97,371 
y Diego Deza— 

Men and women burnt alive 

surnt in effigy 

Condemned to other punishments............ 32,952 
y Cardinal Jimenez de Cisneros— 

Men and women burnt alive 3,564 

3urnt in effigy 2,232 

Condemned to other punishments............ 48,059 
y Adrian de Florencia— 

Men and women burnt alive 

surnt in effigy 5 


Condemned to other punishments............ 21,835 

This inquisitor established the holy office in America, and in 
1522, as a reward for the same, he was elected vicar of Jesus 
Christ on earth; but so did he love his former ministry that he 
did not transfer it to another until the second year of his pon- 
tificate. He burnt during this time 324 persons, and condemned 
to various punishments short of death 4,081. 


Total number of men and women burnt alive 
under the ministry of 45 holy inquisitor- 
generals 


Total number burnt in effigy : 
Total number condemned to other punishments. 293,533 


General total 347,704 


—The Vanguard. 
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Christ’s Mission Contributions 


The following contributions were received for the work of 
Christ’s Mission from February 25, 1913, to and including March 


22, 1913. Kindly inform us if any names are omitted that should 
be included in this list: 


Miss J. E. T., $10.00; Miss D. A. P., 50c.; Mrs. A. R., $1.50; 
G. T., $10.00;-H. E. W., $10.00; Mrs. M. H., $1.00; Mrs. A. C. 
P., and Miss E. P. S., $20.00; H. M. D., $1.00; M. W. J., $5.00; 
Mrs. T. H. B., $2.00; J. M. P., $40.00; Miss J. K., $8.50; Mrs. 
E. J. A., $1.00; Miss J. R. M., $1.00; Mrs. J. H. T., 50c.; Mrs. 
D. C., 50c.; Mrs. J. C. B., $5.00; Miss A. G. D., $1.58; R. H. N., 
$1.00; Three Friends, $75.00; Mrs. W. T. W., $12.00. 

NOTICE.—Attention is called to the announcements at the 
foot of this page, which will hereafter remain standing. It con- 
sumes much of our time in the course of the year, and is needlessly 
expensive to acknowledge by letter all the payments is renewal 
of subscriptions. Therefore, watch your address label on the 
wrapper of your magazine. When the year is changed, as from 
"12 to *13, etc., you will know that your money has been re- 
ceived. 

The bound volume XXIX. of THe CoNvertep CaTHo ic for 
1912 has been delayed a little in consequence of the pressure of 
other work, but will be ready for sale very soon. It is a hand- 
some, cloth-bound book, containing 432 pages. The price is $1.50, 
postage 20 cents. Send money with orders now. 
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